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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the amendment filed on July 6, 2007. The amendment 
cancelled claims 13-19 and amended 1-12, 20, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 37, 39 
and 40. Thus, claims 1-12 and 20-43 are currently pending and have been considered 
below. 

Specification 

2. The new Abstract overcomes the objection in paragraph of the April 2, 2007 
office action. Therefore, the examiner hereby withdraws that objection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. The amendment filed on July 6, 2007 amended claims 1-1 9 thereby overcoming 
the claim rejections - 35 USC § 101 of the April 2, 2007 office action. Therefore, the 
examiner hereby withdraws the objection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1 , 2, 20, 21 , 32 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being 
anticipated by Lane et al. (US 5704051 A). 
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Claim 1, 20 and 32: Lane discloses a computer system, method and program 
comprising: 

a display (column 1, Line 19); 

a processor (column 2, Lines 61-62: "data processor"); 

a graphical user interface application (column 3, Lines 2-5: "user interface"), 
executed by said processor, configured with capability to simultaneously render a 
plurality of graphical elements in an image rendering space on said display, wherein a 
plurality of said graphical elements are characterized by different element 
characteristics (column 7, lines 45-55); said graphical user interface comprising: 

a selection interface comprising a plurality of selectable graphical identifiers 
(Column 5, lines 12-21: "secondary items such as 'Washington', 'Jefferson', 'Madison', 
'Monroe', etc.") each of which is associated with a different respective one or more of 
said different element characteristics (Column 5, lines 42-46: "items associated with 
secondary items") and each of which is associated with a different unique rendering 
color (Column 5, lines 46-49: "color coded for each of secondary items") that is used 
when rendering said respective selectable graphical identifier when said respective 
selectable graphical identifier is selected by a user (Column 5, lines 36-50); an input 
interface which detects selection of any of said respective plurality of selectable 
graphical identifiers (for example: Jefferson is selected from the items)(Column 5, lines 
37-38); and a rendering function which, for each detected selected graphical identifier, 
renders elements of said plurality of graphical elements that are characterized by said 
respective one or more of said different element characteristics associated with said 
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selected graphical identifier in said image rendering space of said display using said 
different unique rendering color associated with said selected graphical identifier 
(Column 5, lines 36-50: "items associated with Jefferson are displayed in the same color 
as color of Jefferson secondary item and differentiated from the other secondary 
items"). 

Claims 2. 21 and 33: Lane discloses the computer system, method and program of 
claims 1 , 20 and 32 above, Lane further discloses, upon detection by said input 
interface of a newly selected one of any of said plurality of selectable graphical 

« 

identifiers (Column 5, lines 12-21: "secondary items such as 'Washington', 'Jefferson', 
'Madison', 'Monroe', etc.") that are not currently selected, said rendering function 
renders elements of said plurality of graphical elements that are characterized by said 
respective one or more of said different element characteristics (Column 5, lines 42-46: 
"items associated witfvsecondary items") associated with said selected graphical 
identifier in said image rendering space of said display using said different unique 
rendering color associated with said selected graphical identifier (Column 5, lines 46-49: 
"color coded for each of secondary items" and Fig. 4). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-12, 22-31 and 34-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lane et al. (US 5,704,051 A) in view of Lee et al. (US 7,017,122 B1). 
Claims 3, 22 and 34: Lane discloses the computer system, method and program of 
claims 2, 21 and 33, Lane does not disclose "said rendering function re-renders said 
newly selected graphical identifier using said different unique rendering color associated 
with said newly selected graphical identifier 1 '. Lee discloses that rendering function re- 
renders newly selected graphical identifier (Lee, Column 4, lines 17-22: "menu items") 
using said different unique rendering color associated with said newly selected 
graphical identifier (Fig. 6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include re-rendering 
function to re-render the selected graphical identifier in Lane s system. One would have 
been motivated to do so in order to efficiently display with different color features using 
a menu item (Lee, Column 4, lines 17-22). 

Claims 4, 23 and 35: Lane discloses the computer system, method and program of 
claims 1 , 20 and 32, Lane does not teach "upon detection by said input interface of de- 
selection of any currently selected graphical identifiers, said rendering function removes 
from said image rendering space of said display any element of said plurality of 
graphical elements that is not characterized by said respective one or more of said 
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different element characteristics associated with any of said remaining selected 
graphical identifiers". Lee does not mention "de-selection of any currently selected 
graphical identifiers, said rendering function removes from said image" but Lee does 
mention "if the step register is not of "1", that is, if more than two steps are displaced on 
the current screen, the current step menu is turned off (S20)" (Fig. 3; Column 3, lines 
50-55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to include remove function in Lane 's systems. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently free up screen space ( Lee . 
Column 3, lines 50-55). 

Claims 5. 24 and 36: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 4, 23 and 35, Lane does not teach "said rendering function re- 
renders said de-selected graphical identifier using a default color" but Lee does teach 
displaying menu with own color (Column 3, lines 4-8). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
include menu with own color in Lane 's systems. One would have been motivated to do 
so in order to efficiently differentiate menu items (Lee , Column 3, lines 4-8). 

Claims 6. 25 and 37: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 3, 22 and 35, Lane does not teach "upon detection by said input 
interface of de-selection of any currently selected graphical identifiers, said rendering 
function removes from said image rendering space of said display any element of said 
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plurality of graphical elements that is not characterized by said respective one or more 
of said different element characteristics associated with any of said remaining selected 
graphical identifiers". Lee does not mention "de-selection of any currently selected 
graphical identifiers, said rendering function removes from said image" but Lee does 
mention "if the step register is not of "1", that is, if more than two steps are displaced on 
the current screen, the current step menu is turned off (S20)" (Fig. 3; Column 3, lines 
50-55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to include remove function in Lane 's systems. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently free up screen space ( Lee . 
Column 3, lines 50-55). 

Claims 7. 26 and 38: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 6, 25 and 37, Lane does not teach "said rendering function re- 
renders said de-selected graphical identifier using a default color" but Lee does teach 
displaying menu with own color (Column 3, lines 4-8). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
include menu with own color in Lane 's systems. One would have been motivated to do 
so in order to efficiently differentiate menu items ( Lee , Column 3, lines 4-8). 

Claims 8. 27 and 39: Lane discloses the computer system, method and program of 
claims 1 , 20 and 32, Lane does not teach "said rendering function renders any element 
of said plurality of graphical elements that is not characterized by said respective one or 
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more of said different element characteristics associated with any of said remaining 
selected graphical identifiers in said image rendering space of said display using a 
default rendering color that is different from any of said different unique rendering colors 
associated with any of said selected graphical identifiers" but Lee does teach displaying 
menu with own color (Column 3, lines 4-8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include 
menu with own color in Lane 's systems. One would have been motivated to do so in 
order to efficiently differentiate menu items (Lee . Column 3, lines 4-8). 

Claims 9. 28 and 40: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 8, 27 and 39, Lane further discloses "upon detection by said input 
interface of a newly selected one of any of said plurality of selectable graphical 
identifiers that are not currently selected, said rendering function re-renders elements of 
said plurality of graphical elements that are characterized by said respective one or 
more of said different element characteristics associated with said newly selected 
graphical identifier in said image rendering space of said display using said different 
unique rendering color associated with said newly selected graphical identifier" (Fig. 4). 

Claims 10. 29 and 41: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 9, 28 and 40, Lane does not disclose "said rendering function re- 
renders said newly selected graphical identifier using said different unique rendering 
color associated with said newly selected graphical identifier". Lee discloses that 
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rendering function re-renders newly selected graphical identifier (Lee . Column 4, lines 
17-22: "menu items") using said different unique rendering color associated with said 
newly selected graphical identifier (Fig. 6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include re- 
rendering function to re-render the selected graphical identifier in Lane 's system. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently display with different color 
features using a menu item (Lee , Column 4, lines 17-22: "menu items"). 

Claims 11. 30 and 42: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 9, 28 and 40, Lee further discloses "upon detection by said input 
interface of de-selection of any currently selected graphical identifiers, said rendering 
function re-renders in said image rendering space of said display screen any element 
that is not characterized by said respective one or more of said plurality of element 
characteristics associated with any of said selected graphical identifiers using said 
default rendering color" (Fig. 3; Column 3, lines 4-8). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
include graphical identifiers with own color in Lane 's systems. One would have been 
motivated to do so in order to efficiently differentiate graphical identifiers ( Lee , Column 
3, lines 4-8). 

Claims 12. 31 and 43: Lane and Lee disclose the computer system, method and 
program of claims 1 1 , 30 and 42, Lee further discloses "said rendering function re- 
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renders said de-selected graphical identifier using said default color" ( Lee , Column 3, 
lines 4-8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention was made to include graphical identifiers with own color in 
Lane s systems. One would have been motivated to do so in order to efficiently 
differentiate graphical identifiers (Lee , Column 3, lines 4-8). 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed on July 6, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that the prior art does not teach or suggest "a graphical 
user interface application, executed by said processor, configured with capability to 
simultaneously render a plurality of graphical elements in an image rendering space on 
said display, wherein a plurality of said graphical elements are characterized by different 
element characteristics". 

In contrast to the applicant's argument, Lane does teach a data processing 
interface integrated with a hierarchical menuing system that provides multilevel menu 
structure as a continuous aspect of the screen display. The screen display is subdivided 
into a first data display segment window for the presentation of content information 
relating to a selected menu category item, and a second menu display segment for the 
presentation of menu item and path information, tracing the path to the current display 
of content information (column 3, Lines 2-14 and column 4, Lines 7-19). 
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The applicant argues that the prior art does not teach or suggest "an input 
interface which detects selection of any of said respective plurality of selectable 
graphical identifiers". 

In contrast to the applicant's argument, Lane does teach Jefferson is selected 
from the items (Column 5, lines 37-38 and fig. 4). 

The applicant argues that the prior art (LeeetaL) does not teach or suggest "a 
graphical user interface application, executed by said processor, configured with 
capability to simultaneously render a plurality of graphical elements in an image 
rendering space on said display, wherein a plurality of said graphical elements are 
characterized by different element characteristics". 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Lane does teach 
a data processing interface integrated with a hierarchical menuing system that provides 
multilevel menu structure as a continuous aspect of the screen display. The screen 
display is subdivided into a first data display segment window for the presentation of 
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content information relating to a selected menu category item, and a second menu 
display segment for the presentation of menu item and path information, tracing the 
path to the current display of content information (column 3, Lines 2-14 and column 4, 
Lines 7-1 9). 

Conclusion 

9. 10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kiran K. Shrestha whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1691. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon- Fri (Alt. Fri Off) 0700-1630 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Cabeca, can be reached on (571) 272-4048 Art Unit 2173. The fax 
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phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO 
Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 
800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




